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AMENDING DISASTER RELIEF ACT 


MONDAY, JUNE 29, 1953 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
Washington, B.C. 

The committee met at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Edward Martin, chairman of the 
committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Martin (chairman), Case, Bush, Morse, Holland, 
Stennis, Kerr and Gore. 

Also present: Senators Saltonstall and Kennedy and Mr. Ellsworth 
W. Bassett, clerk. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will be in order. 

This is a hearing by the Committee on Public Works on Senate bill 
2199, a bill to allow State and local governments during major dis- 
asters to use or distribute certain surplus equipment and supplies of 
the Federal Government. 

(S. 2199 is as follows:) 


[S. 2199, 83d Cong., Ist s¢ 


A BILL To allow State and loco rmments during m4jor disasters to use or distribute certain surplus 
t ymment ind supplie ort e F¢ 1er | Government 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act to 
authorize Federal assistance to States and local governments in major disasters, 
and for other purposes’’, approved September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1109), as amended, 
is amended by striking out clause (c) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“(e) by giving equipment and supplies determined under then existing law to be 
surplus to the needs and responsibilities of the Federal Government, to States and 
local governments for use or distribution, by them, in such a way as, in the judg- 
ment of the responsible representatives of such States and local governments, 
will best alleviate the damage, hardship, or suffering caused by such major 
disaster ;”’. 

The CHArrRMAN. Gentlemen, how do we want to proceed? 

Do we want to have Senator Saltonstall come up here? 

His administrative assistant is here. 

Do we want to have Senator Saltonstall come up, or do we just 
want to talk to these folks we have here as witnesses this morning? 

We have present this morning Mr. Rowland of the American Red 
Cross, Mr. Blacklow of the RFC, Mr. Ford of the Housing and Home 
Finance Administration, and representatives from the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Now, how do we want to proceed? 

Do you want to have Senator Saltonstall come up? 

Senator Busu. Well, I don’t know. I am perfectly satisfied with 
this thing myself. 
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I think Senator Kerr was the one who was so anxious to talk to 
other people. 

Senator Kerr. Do we have representatives here of the Red Cross? 

The CuarrMan. Oh, yes; we have them all here. I just read the 
list off. We have them all here. 

Do you want to hear from them? 

Senator Kerr. I think, in view of the fact we have met and they 
are here, it would be well to put their statements into the record. 

The CuarrMan. All right. 

Mr. Rowland, American Red Cross. 

Now, it might save time for members of the committee to just ask 
Mr. Rowland questions. 

Senator Kerr. I can get mine in mighty quick when you get around 
to me. ‘ 

The Cuarrman,. Senator Holland, do you have any questions to 
ask? 

Senator HoLuanp. I believe not. 

The CHarrMaNn. How about you, Senator Stennis? 

Senator STennis. I will let Senator Kerr go ahead. 

The CuarrMan. All right, Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Rowland, we have before us a bill which, as I 
understand it, would inaugurate a new principle in the matter of dispo- 
sition of Federal property. Heretofore in case of emergency or dis- 
aster from flood or tornado, or other causes, surplus property of the 
Federal Government has been made available for distribution to 
school districts, towns, cities, counties, or State governments on a basis 
for emergency repair or partial replacement of public facilities damaged 
or destroyed; likewise, surplus food, medical supplies, even bedding, 
tents, other housing facilities, if transportable or movable, on a tem- 
porary basis for families in the ravaged areas. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Federal Government to 
give surplus equipment of any kind that may be available. 

The bill is written so it would be to a State or local government. 
I think an amendment has been suggested to make it available only to 
the State for such redistribution as the State might see fit; but the 
purpose of this is to authorize contribution by the Federal Govern- 
ment actually en the basis of the discretion of local officials to indi- 
viduals or families to become their permanent property. 

In my thinking about it I was aware, first, that in such tragedies 
many of the families have financial insurance against the destruction. 
Where they do not have, my experience has been that the Red Cross 
is always available to help in the rehabilitation of the family, even 
to the replacement of furniture and home if the family has no other 
means of securing those things; also, that the RFC has authority 
under its disaster loan authorization to loan on just the collateral 
that is to be created from the money loaned, enough to enable a family 
to rehabilitate itself by rebuilding or repairing the home and furnish- 
ings, if no other means are available to the family. 

What I thought was, for the sake of the record, we should know 
exactly what the Red Cross is in position to do in such situations. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE F. ROWLAND, CIVIL DEFENSE CO- 
ORDINATOR, THE AMERICAN RED CROSS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Rowtanp. Well, Mr. Chairman, I did prepare a 34-minute 
statement, which I think will answer all of the Senator’s questions. 

The CuarrMan. All right. 

Mr. Row anp. I will be very glad to read that. It is very brief, 
and I think, Senator Kerr, it will answer your questions. 

The disaster relief policy of the American Red Cross in rendering 
assistance to disaster victims, and which is being followed in the tornado 
area in and around Worcester, Mass., is that of providing emergency 
care to disaster victims immediately following a catastrophe such as 
food, clothing, shelter, and emergency medical care. 

i ollowing the emergency period, disaster victims who have suffered 
loss to the extent that with their own resources it would be a hard- 
ship for them to rehabilitate themselves to their predisaster status, 
may request rehabilitation assistance from the Red Cross. This type 
of assistance includes repair or rebuilding of homes, providing house- 
hold furnishings, payment of doctor’s and hospital bills, long-time 
maintenance and assistance in occupational rehabilitation for the 
so-called small or one-man business establishment. 

This assistance, as well as that given during the emergency period, 
is extended as an outright grant w ith absolutely no obligation to repay. 

Rehabilitation assistance is done on an individual family casework 
basis. The family is naturally expected to do what it can, without 
assuming a burden which it cannot carry, to effect its own rehabilita- 
tion, and the Red Cross provides whatever is necessary beyond the 
family’s contribution. 

Sometimes the Red Cross has to go all the way in reestablishing a 
family, rebuild a house, provide furniture and take care of any medical 
expenses, or the family may be able, through its own resources, 
including insurance settlements, to effect part of its rehabilitation 
with the Red Cross providing the other part. 

There are no two cases exactly alike, and each presents different 
problems, depending of course on the losses, the age of the family, 
its health, income, resources, et cetera. 

Experienced disaster case workers—and we have over 50 in the 
Massachusetts area now—sit down with the family and work out a 
plan for its rehabilitation. This plan, when agreed to by the family 
and the caseworker, then is presented to a local Red Cross advisory 
committee, composed of a cross section of community leadership, for 
their review. The family is then notified of its award and disburse- 
ments are immediately made, through orders on the local merchants 
of the family’s choice. If the award involves building and repair 
work, the family selects its contractor and a Red Cross building ex- 
pert inspects the work before final payment is made to be sure that 
the contractor has fulfilled his contract. 

Now, this rehabilitation phase of disaster operation naturally takes 
time and it will probably be 2 or 3 months before the last of our 
workers leave the Worcester area. However, each applicant for re- 
habilitation assistance will have its case carefully handled and our 
field office in Worcester will not be closed until the last case has been 
disposed of. 
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Now, as to the situation in and around Worcester: Our staff there 
now numbers 81 persons. 

The CuarrMAN. How many did you say? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Eighty-one. 

Registration offices have been established in the various areas 
where the storm hit so that the families wishing to register will not 
have to travel long distances. 

At the present time we have had 1,351 registrations for rehabilita- 
tion assistance and expect that the final figure will reach 1,600. 

Our 2 shows that 631 homes were destroyed and 2,781 
damaged, 1,310 persons were injured and of this number 438 had to 
be hospitalized. 

We w - to assure the committee that the American Red Cross will 
discharge its responsibilities in accordance with its established 
policies in meeting the welfare needs of the families who suffered as a 
result of the devastating tornado of June 9. 

This is a brief prmeokesee of our policies and of the situation in 
Massachusetts and I shall be most happy to answer any questions, 
Mr. Chairman, that you or any members of the committee may wish 
to ask regarding our work. 

In addition to that statement, I may say, in reply to Senator 
Kerr’s question, that we in the past have hs id, as you probably know, 
considerable experience in the distribution of surplus Government 
commodities. 

During the Maine forest fires in 1947 I happened to be in charge of 
disaster relief work at Bar Harbor, Maine, and I think in connection 
with that whole New England forest-fire disaster there were several 
hundred truckloads, I believe, of household furnishings that were 
turned over to the Red Cross from the Arlington Farms Dormitories 
that were put up there for wartime workers, and all of this consisted 
of beds and blankets and dressers and chairs, and so forth. 

While the Government declared that surplus and turned it over to 
the Red Cross for distribution among the fire sufferers, forest-fire 
sufferers, in New England, much of that was usable and very good; 
again, much of it was not usable and the question arose on the part 
of many people whether or not it justified the expense in transporting 
that up from this area, putting it in warehouses and then having to 
again transport it to the various communities throughout New 
England. 

In the Kansas floods of 2 years ago, the KMOlI disaster, again the 
Red Cross did distribute a considerable quantity—not too much, 
but quite a lot—of surplus Government supplies which were delcared 
surplus by agencies such as the Veterans’ Administration, who had 
some blankets and some beds and some chairs and some electric ice 
boxes, and washing machines. That was picked up from various 
agencies, sent into Kansas City, warehoused and then turned over to 
the Red Cross, which we in turn distributed on an individual family 
basis. 

In the distribution of all this Federal surplus, of course, we distri- 
buted in accordance with our disaster-relief policy, which is on a need 
basis. If the family has sufficieut resources and has ample insurance 
to meet its disaster cause needs, we don’t feel that the Red Cross 
should go out and ask the American people to contribute; but where 
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the family cannot meet those needs without working an undue 
hardship on it, why, then, we step in and fill the gap. 

Senator Kerr. And in the operation of your program you have a 
trained and experienced staff qualified to operate the program con- 
sistent with those policies? 

Mr. Rowtanp. That is correct, sir; and it’s done the same all over 
the country. 

Right now we’re operating about seven different disaster centers— 
Sioux City, Iowa; Port Huron, Mich.; Flint, Mich.; Cleveland, Ohio, 
finishing up at Waco and San Angelo; in the Texas-Louisiana floods; 
and the Massachusetts tornadoes. y 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Rowland, in your work, have you ever had 
turned over to you surplus property barracks and buildings where 
you would have plumbing material and doors and windows, and 
things like that, that might be used for homes? 

Mr. Row.anp. I recall in Hawaii—lI was over there in 1946 when 
they had the Hawaii tidal wave disaster, and the Government at 
that time had a lot of barracks which they took apart—that is, they 
would take the side and the roof apart—and they turned those over 
to us at, oh, I think, $25 a building, or something like that; but our 
experience was that, by the time we picked those up and moved them 
and tried to match them and repair the broken pieces, and had to get 
new connections for the missing pieces, it was quite an expensive 
operation. It was a question of whether or not it justified using that 
type of material. 

In the Maine forest fires we did have a lot of surplus building 
material. Much of that, as I recall, was paint and plumbing fixtures, 
and the paint was in 5-gallon drums—a lot of it in 5-gallon containers. 
We tried to use that in connection with the rebuilding of a home, or 
the repair of a home, but when the contractor would give the family 
the price to do the job and then you would go to him and say, “‘ Well, 
now, here I have got some Government paint and a Jot of Government 
plumbing supplies; couldn’t you knock off a few hundred dollars and 
use these donated Government materials?” Chances are that he 
would be probably against that because of the labor, the time element 
today, which is a very big factor, when you have a plumber you are 
paying 2 or 3 dollars an hour trying to find proper connections to go 
with what he has already started—and the same way with carpenters 
that are dismantling a home, a house, or a building. That labor item 
is what really kills.you. 

Now, I understand right here in Washington somebody said last 
month they had a house for sale for $50, a big 10-room house for $50; 
but you had to tear it down, and today I think if you get a company 
to tear down a house they’re not only going to take all of that as 
salvage, but you’ve got to pay them a good sum in addition to that. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Rowland, do you know how much has been 
appropriated for the Worcester disaster? 

Mr. Row.anp. For the Worcester disaster we have already set up 
a preliminary allotment, Mr. Chairman, of $250,000. We expect our 
costs will go roughly between, I would say, $700,000 and a million. 
We won’t know until we know how many of these families that have 
suffered loss have been covered by insurance as to what our job really 
will be. 


one 7 9 
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The CuarrmMan. Do you feel, from your survey already made, that 
that will be sufficient to take care of the needs over and above insur- 
ance and other things that they might have? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir; we do. We feel that we have sufficient 
funds available to take care of this disaster situation in accordance 
with our policies, as we have on all disaster operations. 

It’s not going to be done like an insurance company operates. 
We’re not replacing all loss, but we will be able to meet the needs of 
the families without forcing them to carry an undue load. 

If a man has a good job, five or six hundred dollars a month, and 
he’s been renting—sure, he’s lost his furniture; he didn’t lose his 
house, but he lost some furniture—now, it may be he can go part 
way or a long way in replacing his household goods. 

Senator Kerr. What has been your experience with the availability 
and benefits of the RFC disaster loan policy in situations of this kind? 

Mr. Row.anp. They’ve been very, very helpful. They have 
worked very closely with us, and I think they have made a great 
contribution in the field of disaster relief. 

Senator Kerr. I take it the sum you have mentioned there for 
Worcester, Mass., is over and above and beside the funds which the 
RFC 

Mr. Rowtanp. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). Has available. 

Do they have their personnel there in Worcester? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I understand they have their field officers up there. 

The CHarrMAN. Senator Kerr, we have a representative of the 
RFC here. 

Senator Kerr. Oh, fine. 

The Cuarrman. Is there anybody else who has any questions to 
ask of Mr. Rowland of the American Red Cross? 

Senator HoLianp. I would just like to ask this question, Mr. Row- 
land: When it came to actually using these plumbing fixtures and other 
material that you have spoken of, both in the Maine and in the Kansas 
City disasters, there didn’t seem to be any trouble in getting them from 
the Government or any question of there being insufficient law or any- 
thing of that kind; no such question was raised? 

Mr. Row.anp. No, sir. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. Your use there covered not only plumbing fix- 
tures and furniture, but you said Frigidaires and washing machines? 

Mr. Rowtanp. They were home-size Frigidaires, 

Senator HoLianp. As a matter of fact, it was second-hand equip- 
ment 

Mr. Rowtanp. That’s right, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp (continuing). That had been salvaged 

Mr. Rowtanp. That’s right, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp (continuing). From some barracks’ outfit? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Barracks or Veterans’ Administration. 

Senator Kerr. Arlington Homes project. 





Senator Stennis. That was here, and he also spoke of the Kansas 





City disaster 
Mr. Row.tanp. That’s right, sir. 
Senator Stennis. Which is an entirely different situation. 
Off the record, Mr. Chairman. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
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The CuarrmMan. Are there any further questions of Mr. Rowland? 

Senator Gore. I would like to ask a question. 

The CuarrMan. Yes; go ahead, Senator Gore. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Rowland, has the American Red Cross taken 
any position with respect to the bill before the committee? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. We knew nothing about it until just 
Friday, I believe. 

Senator Gore. Has the American Red Cross in any instance ex- 
perienced any difficulty in working with Federal agencies through the 
operation of the act which the pending bill proposes to amend? 

Mr. Rowxanp. No, sir; I would say our relationships have been 
exceedingly good. We have frequent meetings. We have a liaison 
officer attached to their office and they have one attached to our office 
when these major disasters develop. We currently keep each other 
informed as to the progress of our particuler work; and when we have 
a problem that we think they can help us with we immediately get 
in touch with them, and when they have anything they believe that 
we can help them with they get in touch with us—and that holds true 
with the RFC also and the Department of Agriculture. 

We have developed over the years a sort of working arrangement. 
We understand what their particular field is, and they in turn under- 
stand what our job is, and we have been able to work very harmoni- 
ously together. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, like Senator Holland, I have experi- 
enced no difficulty—and I know of no difficulty—and now the Red 
Cross says it has not experienced any difficulty in the operation of the 
law as written. Perhaps someone will explain just why this proposed 
change is deemed necessary. 

The CHarrMan. Well, of course, Senator Gore, this bill is proposed 
by Senator Saltonstall and Senator Kennedy, and we are asking- 

Senator Gore. Well, may I read section (c) here for the benefit of 
the committee? 

It is section (c) which is proposed to be amended. 

Section (ce): 
* * * by donating to States and local governments equipment and supplies 


determined under then existing law to be surplus to the needs and responsibilities 
of the Federal Government. 


Now, here is how it is requested to be amended toread. Section (c): 


* * * by giving equipment and supplies determined under then existing law 
to be surplus to the needs and responsibilities of the Federal Government, to 
States and local governments for use or distribution, by them, in such a way as, 
in the judgment of the responsible representatives of such States and local gov- 
ernments, will best alleviate the damage, hardship, or suffering caused by such 
major disaster. 

Senator Kerr. The amendment, Senator, if I may say so, is in- 
cluded in the words “‘or distribution’. 

The CuarrMANn. Senator Saltonstall, please sit down. 

Go ahead with what you wanted to cover. 

Senator Gorse. Well, I am delighted the Senator is here. 

I was just raising some questions, Senator Saltonstall, about the 
exigency of any change ia section (c), and I am delighted you are 
here because I know there must be some problem or you and Senator 
Kennedy would not have the bill before us. 

The CHaArRMAN. Senator Gore, Senator Saltonstall was before us 
the other day when you were not here. 
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Senator Gore. Oh, I see. 

The CuarrmMan. But if you want to ask any questions, you may 
do so 

I believe, Senator Morse, you weren’t here either. 

I cuess the rest of us were here. 

I thought I would have Senator Saltonstall come up. 

Senator Gore. Well, that is fine. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Do you want me to speak, sir? 

The CuatrrMan. Well, we have now the representative, Senator 
Saltonstall, of the American Red Cross, and he has told us what they 
contemplate doing, what they have been doing, and what they con- 
template doing in this disaster area, and has also told us that in similar 
places they have distributed surplus Federal property. 

| think that states briefly what we have so far considered. 

Now, Senator Gore was raising the question, Senator Saltonstall, 
as to whether or not the law as it is now on the statute books isn’t 
broad enough to take care of the situation. You have given this more 
study than any of us. So, if you have anything to offer at that point 
| think it would be the proper place to hear you. 

Senator SatronstaL.. Well, I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The reason for this legislation and for this distribution—it is con- 
fined to the distribution—of surplus materials, materials surplus to 
the Government alone, is for this reason: Before an area is entitled to 
Federal consideration the governor must declare it as a catastrophe 
area to the President of the United States. The President of the 
United States can then, in his consideration, consider it a catastrophe 
area. When he does consider it a catastrophe area within the meaning 
of this act, which is Public Law 875 of the 81st Congress, the Civil 
Defense Agency is the agency of the Federal Government which acts 
on behalf of the President. It has at the present time under present 
appropriations $20 million available in catastrophe areas. It has 
assizned to the Worcester situation, which is the only situation that 
[ am entirely familiar with, although I know there is one in Ohio and 
Michigan, some $500,000. 

Now, over the past 2 years the Civil Defense Administration, under, 
[ think, a ruling obtained from the Attorney General—TI am not sure, 
but anyhow they have ruled—that their aid of oe of surplus 
materials in this cate istrophe area can only go to public bodies for 
public needs—in other words, roads or sewers or water supply or 
public buildings 

Senator Kerr. Schools 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Schools—it could not go to private indi- 
viduals 

Now, that, of course, is a ruling and interpretation. It is a careful 
interpretation from the point of view of the Federal Government. 

The purpose of this amendment that I have asked for is (1) that it 
is confined to distribution of surplus materials in catastrophe areas 
and (2) it permits the State and local government to use those sur- 
plus materials not only for schools, public buildings, et cetera, but 
also where they are available and where, in their discretion, it is a 
wise thing to do, to go to private individuals. 

Now, the reason for that is, in the Worcester instance there were 
88 people killed, a number more injured, some of them rather seriously, 
and the great bulk of the damage was to private property rather than 
to public property. 
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Senator Kerr asked me, perfectly frankly and wisely, what would 
happen if there was insurance. Why shouldn’t we look into insurance, 
and shouldn’t we look into what the Red Cross was doing? 

On Saturday | wrote a letter to the chairman of the committee 
giving the data that was the substance, Senator Kerr, of your questions. 

Senator Kerr. He very graciously permitted me to read the letter. 

Senator SaALToNsTALL. Now, you have a representative of the Red 
Cross here. So, | won’t go into those figures. 

The CHarrMAN. Senator Saltonstall, we have asked to come up 
here this morning a representative of the American Red Cross, whom 
we have already heard, a representative of the RFC and the Disaster 
Loan Corporation, a representative of the Housing and Home Finance 
Administration, and representatives from the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Those people are all here, and I would like to express now our 
appreciation to the heads of those various Federal agencies for com- 
ing up here, because I know they will be very helpful in the matter 
which we are trying to determine. 

I wanted to make that statement so all the members of the com- 
mittee would know the folks we have here this morning to aid us. 

Senator SatronsTaLL. Mr. Chairman, if I might add one more 
word 

The CHarrRMANn. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. We are not asking for—and I don’t think 
the Federal Government should give—grants of money to private 
individuals. I am opposed to that. 

Now, we have the RFC and the various housing agencies to make 
loans on these repairs and the rebuilding of houses, and so on: but I 
think what we should consider is: Here are surplus materials. Where 
they are available in a catastrophe area, the interpretation of the act 
should be wider than that which the Civil Defense has given to it; 
and I believe that some of us who were interested in the original act 
might say it was so interpreted, it was so intended, by us originally. 
Whether that is true or not, of course, is available; but what we do 
say—what I do say now—is, most respectfully, that your committee 
should give thoughtful consideration in catastrophe areas, where the 
property is surplus, to give the State and local government, or the 
State government alone, if you so want to have it, the authority to 
make it available to individuals. 

Now, Senator Kerr, I have the figures on insurance up there, if the 
chairman cares to have me give them to him, since I wrote him the 
letter on Saturday. 

Would you be interested in hearing them? 

Senator Kerr. I would be. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. These figures are, of course, the best we 
can get at the present time from the Board of Insurance Adjusters: 
The total damage in the city of Worcester and surrounding towns— 
real estate, $37,150,000. 

Senator Kerr. Thirty-seven—— 

Senator Saltonstall. $37,150,000. 

Personal property, $1,850,000. 

Number of families displaced or seriously affected, 2,500. 

The insurance coverage on $37,150,000: real estate, $14,860,000; 
personal property, $18,500. 
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Only 1 percent of the people had their personal property insured 
against wind damage. 

Total insurance coverage, $14,878,500. 

Now, the grand total of damage, according to figures received from 
the civil-defense administrator in the State, is $51,908,902. This 
includes both real and personal, and also includes the cost of cleaning 
up the debris. 

The figures from the Red Cross I have, but I won’t give them to you 
because the Red Cross representative is here and you can get them 
first-hand. 

The CHarrRMAN. Go ahead and give them, Senator Saltonstall. 
We want facts here. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. As I understand it, you have—— 

Mr. Houianp. I haven’t those figures. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, the number of families registered as 
obtaining aid through the Red Cross—city of Worcester, 1,179; out- 
side of Worcester, 186, for a total of 1,365. 

Disbursemen‘s for emergency aid, a hundred thousand dollars; 
estimated future bills, $500,000; cisbursements for rehabilitation, 
estimated eventually, $2,400,000, or an estimated total of disburse- 
ments probably that will be given, $3 million. 

Senator Casg. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Yes, Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. At the meeting the other day an amendment was 
adopted which struck out the phrase ‘‘and local governments” in two 
places where it occurs, so that this material made available would be 
made available to the States for distribution and I say this to the 
members of the committee who weren’t here the other day: That was 
done on the theory that the States would be less subject to individual 
pressure than if you had some local committee handing it out, where 
Tom, Dick, and Harry wanted to get something just because a neigh- 
bor was getting it. So we struck out the phrase “and local govern- 
ments.” 

After the meeting, 1 or 2 members of the committee, in talking 
about it, said they thought there might be a possible abuse if this 
material were received—for instance, the plumbing fixtures—if some- 
one getting some of that material wanted to resell it. So, it occurred 
to me to suggest at the end of the clause we might consider adding 
something like this: 

* * * provided, that when such equipment or supplies are distributed, the 
States shall give satisfactory assurances that steps are taken to guard agaiast sale 
or resale by the recipients. 

I would be glad to hear any discussion of it, and I would like to 
offer it as an amendment to the bill, if we report it. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me probably the 
basis for our inquiry is this ruling under the present law. Why has 
it come into the picture? 

Undoubtedly it has come in good faith. 

The Cuarrman. That came from Civil Defense the other day. 

Senator HoLtLanp. Well, let’s see if the Budget Bureau is of that 
opinion. If it is, it would require legislation. If the Budget Bureau 
would give Civil Defense a ruling on this thing —— 

The Cuarrman. Could you wait a little longer, Mr. Rowland? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes; I will. 
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The CHarrMan. Just sit there. 

I wonder if it might be wise to hear the representative of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Who represents the Budget Bureau? 


STATEMENT OF PHILLIP HUGHES, BUDGET EXAMINER, BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Huaues. I am Mr. Hughes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Oh, yes; you are the one who wrote us a letter the 
other day, and we were not sure just what you intended. 

Mr. Huauess. I want to make it clear I am not that Mr. Hughes. 
I am a different one. My name is Phillip Hughes. 

The CHarrmMan. This is Mr. Phillip Hughes, who represents the 
Budget Bureau. Now, instead of him making any statemen, it would 
probably be wise for members of the committee to just ask him 
questions. 

Senator Holland, do you have some questions to ask? 

Senator HoLLanp. Well, Mr. Hughes, I think the thing that has 
caused this particular measure to come up for consideration is the 
fact that there are present nearby the catastrophe area, somewhere 
in Massachusetts, as the committee has been informed, considerable 
store of dismantled window frames and door frames and used plumbing 
fixtures, and the like, out of Government buildings that have beea 
torn down; and the desire, as I understand it, of the Massachusetts 
Senators and of the heads of the local government up there is, because 
of the fact if that stuff is close by and available, to utilize these mate- 
rials in the reconstruction of these rather humble homes that have 
been destroyed, and my understanding was that the Civil Defense 
Agency at least questioned its authority to proceed under this act to 
make that type of equipment available. 

I stated that I understood when the criginal bill was passed that it 
covered that type of equipment, and I believe that it had been used, 
and I think that is borne out by the statement of Mr. Rowland this 
morning; but what we want to get at is now: What will satisfy the 
Budget Bureau so there won’t be any recurrence of this question? 

None of us wants to open the door to the use of brandnew, high- 
grade facilities, but I think every one of us would rather have things 
that can be used in this kind of situation used for the benefit of the 
citizens than to have them junked and sold to some junk dealer in a 
great pile, and for little or nothing. 

I believe that is what we are trying to get at. If that is not what 
we are trying to get at, any members of the committee can correct 
me. 

Now, what can we do to satisfy the Budget Bureau as to the right to 
use that type of equipment? 

Mr. Huaues. First, sir, as our letter indicated, the Bureau of the 
Budget has not reached a definite conclusion with respect to this 
legislation, either from the standpoint of the legal interpretation of 
the present law or with respect to the approval or disapproval of the 
amendment that is being considered. 

Our contribution, if it could be called that, in our letter pertains 
to raising a rather fundamental question which we believe is pertinent 
as to the policy aspects of the legislation which would, as we under- 
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stand it, extend the Federal Government’s role in disasters from the 
provision of funds and, more specifically, surplus property, from public 
agencies, as has been pointed out here, beyond that to the provision of 
such assistance to private individuals. The latter role is one which 
has traditionally been performed through the Red Cross and through 
local agencies. 

The present law has been administered by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration as a means of providing assistance to public institu- 
tions, agencies and so on, rather than individuals. 

We think that the intention of the law to include the provision of 
assistance, of consumable items of furniture and so on, to individuals is, 
in the long run, a rather important policy step which may have broad 
ramifications and, accordingly, our letter did raise that question. 

With respect to the matter—the specific question—you raised— 
the question of the Civil Defense Administrator’s interpretation of the 
law—we feel that this is not a clear interpretation, that the interpre- 
tation, the proper interpretation, is not a clear one at the present time, 
that an amendment might be desirable. We would, however, I 
believe, in this sort of situation, abide by the legal interpretation that 
the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has reached. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You are confining your remarks, of course, 
to catastrophe areas 

Mr. Hugues. That’s night. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That have been declared catastrophe areas? 

Mr. Huaues. That’s right. 

Senator HoLianpb. And it is clear to you by the report we can show 
what type of equipment and property we seek to apply the law to and 
not brandnew stuff that couldn’t happen to be needed right now, but 
stuff that has been salvaged from Government operations that is 
useful and that is available and has a better value built into some 
person’s home than for its sale as junk? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir; and we would, of course, endorse a restric- 
tion on the type of property to be made available because of the 
broad implications. 

Senator Kerr. If I might interrupt just a moment, Mr. Chair- 
man, as I read subsection (c), it would be somewhat broader in scope 
than the statement that Senator Holland has just made. 

Senator HoLuanp. | think it would be somewhat broader, and I 
think it has been interpreted already somewhat broader because 
furniture has been salvaged from some of these areas and has been 
made available, distributed through the Red Cross, but no doubt 
made available, in the first instance, to the State or to the local 
community and then through the Red Cross, subject to distribution, 
and similarly with reference to plumbing fixtures and equipment, 
and the like, covering nearly everything we are talking about; but 
apparently different agencies have construed this law as meaning 
different things, because whoever turned loose this equipment that 
has been testified to here must have been satisfied that they have 
the right to do it under this law. 

Mr. Hvueues. | think our feeling there is that the distribution has 
normally been through the Red Cross of items of aid to individuals, 
whether they be surplus or cash grants. 

Senator Kerr. That would be under subsection (b). 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Hughes a question, 
too? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; go ahead, Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. I don’t know what the facts are. So, I am making 
inquiry for the facts, if you know, on this matter of policy that you 
raise—that is, direct governmental assistance, through some agency, 
to an individual citizen who has suffered disaster. 

In regard to our foreign program, has the United States Govern- 
ment, under any of our laws, in connection with foreign disasters or 
rehabilitation of war-torn areas, given direct aid to individuals 
through the operation of a Government agency, in Philippine dis- 
asters, Japanese disasters, or British floods? Have our Government 
goods, surplus or otherwise, gone directly to individual citizens of 
those countries through, of course, the administrative medium of some 
Government agency of their country, working in cooperation with 
our own? 

Mr. Hvuaues. I don’t know, sir, that I could answer that question 
competently. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if the witness would permit, the 
Senate passed a bill about 10 days ago authorizing the sending of a 
hundred million tons of wheat to India. 

Senator Kerr. How much? 

The CuarrMan. Pakistan. 

Senator Cass. Or to Pakistan. 

Senator Kerr. I thought it was a million tons. 

Senator Casge. In any event—— 

The CHarrMan. That is uot the point. 

Senator Casz. No. The bill specifically provided that where the 
wheat was distributed to individuals no repayment should be required. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, for the sake of the record, did the 
Senator from South Dakota say we passed a law authorizing the 
contribution of a hundred million tons? 

Senator-Casr. It was a hundred million tons or a hundred million 
dollars worth—one or the other. 

Senator Kerr. I think it was a million tons. 

Pakistan you are talking about? 

Senator Busn. Yes; that is what he is talking about. 

The CHarrMAN. Well, the amount is not the point. 

Senator Case. No;I don’t care about the amount. 

Senator HoLianp. It was a million. 

Senator Kerr. It might not have made much difference to Pakistan, 
but it made a lot of difference in getting rid of the wheat. 

Senator Morse. My point—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. 

Go ahead, Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. My only point, Mr. Chairman, is: I am seeking 
information, but I am always inclined to do that when any Govern- 
ment bureau raises a policy question that involves benefiting individual 
American citizens, because it is my observation that too frequently 
our bureaus are very much agitated over policy when individual 
Americans are involved, but we don’t seem to have the same concern 
in regard to the policy if it is applied outside of our own borders; 
and I would like to know whether or not an investigation of the facts 
would show that we might be a little less concerned about distribution 
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to individuals in foreign countries of American surplus property 
than we are to distribution to them in this country. I think we ought 
to make a comparative study of existing laws and policies. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the clerk has just handed me the 
record and I have here the bill as it was passed, and the section to 
which I had reference is this one, under section 3 of the bill, sub- 
paragraph (a) 

* * * to distribute the supplies made available under this Act among the 
people of Pakistan without discrimination, and to provide such supplies free of 
cost to persons who, by virtue of circumstances beyond their control, are unable 
to pay for them. 

Senator HoLLanp. That was to be done through the Pakistan 
Government, but that condition was applied—— 

Senator Case. Yes, but it seemed to me that was in answer to the 
question raised by Senator Morse. 

Senator HoLuanp. I think that is correct, and I think the point is 
well made. 

The CHatrRMAN. Go ahead, Mr. Hughes. 

Mr. Hucues. Apparently the answer to the Senator’s question is in 
the affirmative. 

I would again say we have no definitive position with respect to this 
proposed legislation, but we do see some potential problems perhaps 
because of relationships with the Red Cross with insurance, and so on. 
We have not fully explored the problem, nor have we reached 
conclusion. 

Senator Morse. I think, Mr. Chairman, you have potential prob- 
lems all right, but may I say, most respectfully, that we have our own 
good, old American way of applying checks on administrative officers 
and I will take my chance in the absence of checks on American 
officers over foreign officers if you really want to raise here this question 
of policy as to whether you might get into a program of waste or 
corruption, or cheating. 

I think we can put the language in here that will protect the Amer- 
ican taxpayer, but will also keep faith with what I think every 
American has the right to expect—that is, every American not in- 
volved in the disaster has the right to expect—of his Federal and 
State Governments in bringing these good, old Christian principles 
of humanitarianism to the benefit of the individual. 

We have this junk, and it remains junk if you don’t use it, stored 
around this country that can be brought to the benefit of some poor 
individual who has been practically wiped out; and let me tell you 
I don’t think we ought to have to wait for the Red Cross in an instance 
like that—and I know of no stronger supporter of the Red Cross who 
sits on this committee, but I am not going to take the position we 
have got to wait for the Red Cross to do it. 

If what you need is some language in the bill here that will permit 
the distribution of these goods through the Red Cross, the civil 
defense, or anyone else, I don’t want technicalities raised up as a 
barrier to come to the assistance of my fellow man in this country— 
and, as I say, I am talking now only on the basis of just some of my 
observations in regard to foreign aid—when I am of the opinion that 
too frequently we seem to be perfectly willimg to help individuals 
abroad, but we raise legal technicalities in this country. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman. 
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The CHarrMAN. Yes, Senator Gore. 

Senator Gore. It does not seem to me we have yet found an answer 
to the question propounded by Senator Holland, and elso by myself. 
The Budget Bureau has not reached the definitive conclusion to the 
meaning of the present law or as to their position on the proposed 
amendment. 

For one, I am entirely sympathetic with the treatment, the generous 
charitable treatment, of any need that arises there. I would like to 
know, though, just what need exists which the present law will not 
meet. 

Senator HoLLanp. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrMan. Yes, Senator Holland. 

Senator HoLianp. You weren’t here the other day, were you, 
Senator Gore? 

The CHAIRMAN. No; he was not. 

Senator HotLtanp. The gentleman from the civil defense organiza- 
tion who opened up the case and who I know has serious doubts in 
his own mind, or in the minds of those who interpreted the policies of 
the department, laid the predicate that would answer the question. 
Suppose we have this gentleman come up and state that again, where 
it can be heard, as to just why this question did arise. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST E. HALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
OPERATIONS CONTROL SERVICES, FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE 
ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY EDWIN CLAPP, ACTING 
GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Haw. Senator, this is Ed Clapp, General Counsel of the 
Civil Defense. Iam Ernest Hall, Assistant Administrator, Operations 
Control Services. 

This legislation, passed in the 8Ist Congress, was transferred to 
Federal Civil Defense for administration on January 16 of this year. 
Prior to that time it had been under, first the Federal Works Agency, 
later General Services, later Housing and Home Finance, and now 
Federal Civil Defense. 

As we went back and read the legislative history of the act, read 
the reports of the House committee and the Senate committee, the 
report of the Bureau of the Budget at those hearings, and included 
in the House report, there were several things that bothered us in 
the administration of this act; and when these questions came up, 
particularly this question of surplus, from Senator Saltonstall’s office, 
we suggested to them that, in our study of the legislative history of 
the act, we could not arrive at a decision of what the intent of Con- 
ress was. 

Now, this very hearing is bringing out more effectively than any- 
thing that is in the past record the intent of the Congress. 

As we tried to study that act, it seemed to us that we, as a Federal 
Government, must do absolutely everything we could do at the time 
of the disaster to give supplemental assistance to the State and local 
community, and im the time immediately following the disaster to 
see that there is a stopping of damage and hardship; but the per- 
manent rehabilitation, whether it be of a public facility or of an 
individual, we didn’t see that was covered by this act, in the legisla- 
tive history of the act or in the specific terms of it, because it repeats, 
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so far as public facilities is concerned, temporary repair or emergency 
replacement, emergency repair or temporary replacement. 

If we could do only emergency repair or temporary replacement of 
public facilities, then we felt that by implication we could not par- 
ticipate in the permanent rehabilitation of individuals. 

Certainly at the time of the act we would do everything we could 
to assist—save lives; save damage—and we are doing that—but we 
do have this problem which we want the Congress to clarify as to 
whether it is the intent of the Congress that we participate in the 
permanent repair of public facilities or in the rehabilitation, perma- 
nent rehabilitatiom, after the immediate disaster is over. 

That is the so. of clarification we feel we need, and that is what 
we asked Senator Saltonstall’s office to do if they wanted us to move 
in on this, and he has presented this amendment as a result of those 
conferences with our office. 

Now, our general counsel is here. If you have any questions, legal 
questions you would like to ask him—— 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, might I just add, so we 
don’t cross wires—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; go ahead. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The question specifically was concerning the 
surplus materials—— 

Mr. Hau. Right. 

Senator SALTonsTaLL. And this amendment is confined to surplus 
materials—— 

Mr. Hauu. Right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In catastrophe areas. 

Mr. Hau. Yes. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. We are not asking you to go in permanently 
to build new building or anything else, but we are just asking that one 
point—and that is the point where you wanted us to bring this 
amendment so as to get the issue before Congress; is that correct? 

Mr. Hatu. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. Well, I think you made that perfectly clear the 
other day. 

The point that bothers you is whether or not the Congress, in the 
passage of this act, intended that surplus materials—we are confining 
ourselves to that—should be used by grant of the Federal Government 
either to the State or the local agency or to the Red Cross, or through 
a grouping of those agencies, so as to finally have these individual 
objects, which are useful but are surplus, used by citizens who are in 
distress and need. 

Mr. Hau. Yes. 

Senator Hotitanp. That is the question. 

Mr. Hatt. And which may become a part of their permanent 
rehabilitation. 

On use at the time of disaster there is no question. When we move 
into permanent rehabilitation is when 

Senator Hotutanp. And you had a serious question as to whether 
you could do that, and you looked to us to clarify it. 

The CuarrMaNn. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Morse. Are you through, Senator? 

The CHarrMan. Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. I always like to talk in terms of specific questions. 
Let’s take the Massachusetts case, Mr. Counsel. We have 20 families, 
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let’s assume, which haven't got a dollar; they had no insurance; 
their homes were blown down; they are going to get somebody doing 
good to get some shelter over their heads again; they can get credit 
for that, but here is a Government warehouse and there are some used 
refrigerators that came out of an Army camp, or maybe a few other 
things—there are some old cots; there may be a water heater. Now, 
the question is whether or not the Government, for these 20 families, 
with no insurance, no economic assets, can give them those refriger- 
ators, can give them a water heater, can give them a few cots. Isn’t 
that our problem? 

Mr. Ciapp. That is the problem; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hau. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. If we haven’t got the language in there, we better 
get it in there, because I think we have come to a pretty sad state of 
affairs in this country if we can’t help our citizens that way. 

Senator Case. When that condition is the result of an emergency or 
catastrophe. 

The CuarrMan. It is the result of a major disaster. 

Senator Morse. Yes; I am talking about people who have been 
wiped out here in a disaster area, and we all say—every one of us— 
160 million of us—say, ‘Here is one instance where we ought to do 
something for our fellow citizens to get them back on their feet so they 
can be productive citizens again.” 

If you have 20 families who have to go deeply in debt in order to get 
a few cheap houses over their heads and we have got that surplus 
property, let’s give it to them. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand, what we are considering is a 
major disaster and it is surplus property, property that the Federal 
Government has no use for. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, if I am in order, | move we pass 
the bill as amended, or report the bill favorably. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, | believe we invited two or three 
other people to come here to be heard - 

The CuarrMan. All right; let’s proceed. 

Senator Kerr. One of whom I would like to hear. 

The Cuatrman. Which one would you like to hear, Senator? 

Senator Kerr. | would like to hear the RFC man. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Blacklow. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to my good friend from Oregon that 
I think we now have complete authority in the law to do the things 
which he said he favored and, so far as | know, which no one on the 
committee opposes 

Senator Morsr. Let me tell you 

Senator Kerr. For whatever comfort it may be to him. 

Senator Morse. I happen to know we did it in the forest-fire area in 
Oregon. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Morssg. I don’t know whether we had authority to do it 
or not but, believe me, it was done. 

Senator Kerr. As Governor of Oklahoma, I saw—— 

Senator Morse. It has been done. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). It done even before that. 

Senator Morse. My point is: If there are some technicalities now 
being raised that we can’t continue to do this kind of humanitarian 
work, let’s meet the technicalities. 
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Senator HoLuanp. I agree with both of you. At the same time, 
this is a brandnew agency handling this work. They are examining 
the whole setup, and I can see why the question has arisen and | 
think we ought to correct any possible deficiency in the legislation. 

The CuarrMan. Is Mr. Blacklow here? 

Mr. Biacktow. Yes; I am here, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. We haven’t heard Mr. Blacklow. He represents 
the RFC, and then Mr Seward represents the Housing and Home 
Finance Administration. We haven’t heard either one of them yet. 

What questions would you like to ask Mr. Blacklow? 

Senator Kerr. I would like for the gentleman from the RFC to 
tell us what his agency has authority and funds to do for just the 
situation now existing in Worcester, addressing himself particularly 
to the 20 families in part described by our good friend from Oregon. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR BLACKLOW, RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE 
CORPORATION 


Mr. Buiack.tow. Well, the provisions of the RFC disaster law are 
very broad and general, and they just merely read that the RFC 
is authorized to make such loans as it may determine to be necessary 
or appropriate by reason of flood or other catastrophe. 

Senator Kerr. To individual— 

Mr. Buackiow. Yes. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). Cases? 

Mr. Biacktow. By and large, our disaster authority has been to 
individuals and to businesses. 

Senator Kerr. Either? 

Mr. Buackiow. Either. 

Senator Kerr. Reaching right down to the family referred to and 
described by the Senator from Oregon or any other family that can’t 
get the funds otherwise? 

Mr. Buacktow. Well, let me state it this way, Senator Kerr: We 
feel that a disaster loan by the RFC comes in somewhere between a 
Red Cross grant and a good bankable loan. 

Senator Kerr. Well, you have left far too broad an area there for 
me to be able to visualize specifics, and it is for that reason I asked 
you the question. 

Mr. Biacktow. Well, these loans are made to individuals and to 
businesses and—— 

Senator Kerr. Well, we are talking about now the individual 
family that didn’t have any insurance and whose home and furni- 
ture was destroyed and which family has no other way of securing 
credit to borrow the money to replace the loss. 

Mr. Buacktow. Well, Senator, in those dire cases, I think the Red 
Cross would probably take care of the individual. 

We could make a loan provided—and we would take as security 
just what the individual had to offer from the proceeds of the loan— 
there was some reasonable expectation that the loan could be repaid. 

Senator Kerr. You mean to tell me that if he wanted to borrow 

5,000 and put it in the house, and that is all the collateral he had, 
you wouldn’t make the loan? 

Mr. Biacktow. We would make him the loan. 

Senator Kerr. You would make the loan? 
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Mr. Biacktow. We would make the loan. 

Senator Kerr. I know you would, because you have done it. 

Mr. Buacktow. Oh, yes. 

Senator Kerr. And, if you now wouldn’t do it, it would be because 
of the change in policy- -and that is the exact case that I attempted 
to describe. 

What is the term and interest rate on the loan? 

Mr. Buiacktow. Well, the interest rate on disaster loans for re- 
placement of homes and personal effects has always been and is still 
3 percent- 

Senator Kerr. And the term? 

Mr. Buack.iow (continuing). And with respect to business loans it 
is 5 percent. 

Senator Kerr. Well, we are not talking about business loans at the 
moment. However, that information is pertinent and good. 

As I recall, the term of the loan is 15 years or more for the indi- 
vidual. 

Mr. Buackxiow. You are absolutely right. 

The Congress amended the RFC Act. Originally it was 10 years. 
After the Kansas floods, it was amended so that where the loan was 
for household effects or for construction of homes, including the acqui- 
sition of site, it is now 20 years. 

Senator Kerr. Now, then, you said that your authority was some- 
where between what the Red Cross did and what a good commercial 
loan would be; and I must say, as I have watched the operations of 
your program, I was convinced that your operation covered families, 
as far as I could determine, which would have been eligible for the 
assistance the Red Cross described here. 

Mr. Buacktow. I believe, Senator, at the original creation of the 
Disaster Loan Corporation, February 11, 1937, that was the original 
intent of the RFC Act—to take care of the stress and need so long as 
there was any reasonable expectation that a loan could be repaid. The 
intent was that these were loans and not grants. 

Senator Kerr. Certainly. 

Mr. Buacktow. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. If a man with a job or a family wanted to rebuild 
a home and furnish it, on the basis that his own earning power would 
give him any reasonable expectation of being able to repay, and he 
couldn’t get it any other way, you would make him the loan? 

Mr. Buacktow. That is absolutely right. 

Senator Kerr. Isn’t that still the case? 

Mr. Buacktow. That is still the case. 

The CuarrMan. Are there any further questions? 

Now, I think we ought to hear Mr. Seward of the Housing and Home 
Finance Administration, since he has been kind enough to come up. 

Senator Kerr. Does this witness have a statement? 

Mr. Sewarp. No; I have no prepared statement, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Oh, all right. 

Senator Morsr. Can I ask one question, Mr. Chairman, of the 
Civil Defense witness? 

The CuarrMan. As I understood, Mr. Seward 

Senator Morss. Mr. Chairman, apparently you didn’t hear me. I 
asked if I might ask one question of the Civil Defense witness. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Senator Morse. 











20 AMENDING DISASTER RELIEF ACT 


Senator Morse. Iam not talking now in a hypothetical manner about 
loans. I am talking about homes being wiped out, hypothetically 
speaking, in the Massachusetts disaster area and the need for some 
personal effects. We have got them in surplus Government ware- 
houses. Now, there isn’t any question but what, under the law, you 
could give it to a school district in Massachusetts, if that 1s what you 
call them in Massachusetts, or what would correspond to a school 
district in my State. You could give this surplus property to a school 
district for the refurnishing of a schoolhouse. The law is perfectly 
clear on that, I assume. 

Mr. Hatz. That would come under another law, Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. It can be done. 

Mr. Hau. It can be done. It is under Public Law 152. 

Senator Morse. It can be done. So, my real question is whether 
or not you can do it for these individual citizens. 

Mr. Haut. That is right. 

Senator Morss. That is the question before us. 

Mr. Hat. Yes. 

Senator Morse. It is not a question of RFC loan. It is a question 
of whether or not you can do it or whether, say, any requests for 
relief have to come to the Red Cross. The Government itself can’t 
use this surplus property. Isn’t that the issue? 

Mr. Hat. Yes, sir. I think that clearly states the question in our 
minds. 

Mr. Ciapp. May I speak to that, Senator Morse? 

Senator Morse. I will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Cuapp. Our problem in interpreting the law has been, first, to 
read the words of the statute and, second, the legislative history of the 
act, and our problem has not been so much in the distribution of the 
materials, surplus or otherwise, the payment of moneys, for use 
ultimately to the benefit of individuals, as it has been to the question 
of whether our authority to assist individuals in natural diaster goes 
beyond the phases described by Mr. Hall—to wit, the immediate 
disaster, the immediate period thereafter, when there is still, as a 
result of the disaster, a threat to life and property—and, finally, the 
third phase, which is the restoration and rehabilitation phase. 

Congressional hearings on the occasion of the passage of Public Law 
875 indicate that this problem is not clearly or was not clearly before 
them. There was at the time in the bill a provision that the Federal 
Government could make grants in money to the States and local 
governments for the restoration and replacement of public facilities, 
and the discussion of the advisability of having a disaster authority, 
the further authority, to make restoration and permanent replace- 
ments was very much hefore the committees and the Congress at the 
time the bill was passed. 

The history is quite clear that, insofar as permanent restoration of 
permanent facilities was concerned, the Congress did not intend by 
this act to accomplish it—that is to say, they felt once the effects, 
the immediate effects, of the disaster had been stopped and protective 
work necessary to get the individual, the facility or the community in 
a position where the disaster wouldn’t cause further damage to prop- 
erty and life, that then the work of the disaster agency was over. 

The particular question which is here before the committee and 
which is raised specifically by the Massachusetts situation was not 
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then discussed and, as Mr. Hall said, it is statements such as yours, 
Senator Holland, which very much clarifies the intent of the Congress 
in the bill. 

Senator HoLtuanp. Mr. Chairman, might I intervene? 

Kither while this act was pending or just prior thereto there had 
been a great flood in the Columbia River Basin—and I have forgotten 
the name of the general who was head of the Federal Works Adminis- 
tration 

Senator Casze. Fleming. 

Senator Ho.iianp. General Fleming appeared before our com- 
mittee—I think the act passed the House first—and the question he 
= concerned with was whether or not, once having gotten through 

1e period when life was so much jeopardized, they | could go ahead; 
oa one of the things we wanted to do by this bill was to give him 
longer jurisdiction in point of time and a better chance to get the job 
done. 

My recollection is that it was a period of some weeks and maybe 
maybe some months out there in that basin before his work was com- 
pleted. 

Now, I am not even sure we kept a record here because we were 
moving fast to try to get the thing done. Maybe that is the reason 
why the picture doesn’t show clearly, but certainly there wasn’t any 
disposition at all between narrowing the time of the operation itself, 
the method of operation, to just that time when lives were in danger. 
On the contrary, it was the exact opposite, because we had plenty of 
legislation up to that time to move in while the disaster was under 
way. He was wanting to go ahead after that, and certainly some- 
where in the record that should appear clearly. If it doesn’t it is 
just an oversight or a result that came about because of the speed 
that was used; but the purpose was to let the Federal Government be 
a little more helpful to the States and the local agencies, and also to 
the mercy agencies, rather than just to act for a few days while lives 
were in di anger 

Mr. Cuapp. That is correct. 

Senator HoLLANnp. Now, | am just as sure as I can be that is the 
case—and I am sure other members of the committee who were 
members at that time—and I don’t believe anyone else here was, 
unless it was Senator Martin—I don’t remember about that—will 
recall it as I do—because the thing is indelibly impressed upon my 
memory. 

I had that experience, which Mr. Rowland well knows, in helping 
to handle or at least coping with some major disasters in Florida, 
and I realize you are not through when you just get the people out 
to the high ground; you are just beginning, and there are many 
things the Federal Government can help to do, and one of the things 
they can help in doing most is in this use of property that otherwise 
would not be put to anything like such good use. 

Now, I think we ought to clear it up myself so there couldn’t be 
any possible occasion to doubt it; and undoubtedly, from what we 
have heard here today, the earlier agencies, who probably knew more 
about what this act meant, who have been administering this par- 
ticular act, have interpreted it much as you would like to interpret 
it now—and what you want to do is have, in black and white, the 
act clearly justify that sort of interpretation; is that right? 
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— 


Mr. Cuiapp. Substantially; yes, sir. I think—— 

Senator HoLLanpb. Well, I think we ought to pass the amendment. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask a question 

The CHarrMAN. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Stennis. Is there any further proof to be offered? I am 
going to have to go. 

The Cuarirman. We have the Housing and Home Finance Ad- 
ministration. 

Senator Stennis. I am going to have to go in a few minutes. 

Senator HoLLanp. I am ready to vote. 

The CuarrMan. Is there anyone who wants particularly to hear 
Mr. Seward of the Housing and Home Finance Administration? 

Senator KenNEpy. We are mighty glad to have you. Do you have 
any further statement to make? 

Senator Kennepy. No; I don’t want to take the committee’s time. 

I think the assistance is greatly needed, from some visits I have 
made to Worcester and the Worcester area, and J appreciate the chance 
to come up to the meeting this morning. 

Senator HoLLanp. We understood the bill was jointly offered—— 

Senator Kennepy. That is right. 

Senator HoLtianp. By the two Senators from Massachusetts, 
working together. 

Senator KENNEDY. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. If there are no other questions, I want to take 
this opportunity to express our appreciation for the attendance of 
you gentlemen from the different bureaus, and you are now excused. 

Senator Gorn. Before they go, I would like to compliment the 
gentlemen on the caution with which they are approaching the ad- 
ministration of this act and the interpretation of the law. I think 
they may have been 4 little overcautious in this case, but it serves to 
stimulate confidence that they are not going overboard. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, may we have the text of that little 
slip on that amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stennis has moved that we report the bill. 

Senator Stennis. Yes, Mr. Chairman; for discussion purposes, I 
make the motion we report the bill as amended. 

The Senator has another amendment, I think, now. 

The CHarrMAN. You gentlemen are excused. 

We have no objection to your remaining, but I thought maybe you 
might want to get back. Thank you again for coming. 

Senator SALToNSTALL. Do you want us any more? 

The CuHarrMan. Well, we will be glad to have you stay, or you can 
go—just as you like. 

Senator Gorr. Why don’t you stay? We might need you. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. We will be glad to stay if we can be of help. 

The CHarrman. All right; thank you very much. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, just before he left Mr. Hall 
brought around a proposed draft—I suppose he has given some of 
them around elsewhere—which was drafted by their counsel. Whether 
it is better or not so good, I don’t know. 

The CuarrMan. Read it, Senator Stennis, if you will. 

Senator Stennis. This is proposed as a substitute, I suppose, for 
paragraph (c). He has it designated (c). It reads: 





* * * by donating equipment and supplies, determined under then existing 
law to be surplus to the needs and responsibilities of the Federal Government 
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to States for use or distribution by them for the purposes of the act and, in 
addition, for the restoration of public facilities damaged or destroyed in such 
major disaster and for essential rehabilitation of individuals in need as the result 
of such major disaster. 

Senator HoLianp. All that follows to the States, does it? 

Senator Stennis. Yes, just to the States. 

That goes first to the rehabilitation of public facilities and then it 
goes to the rehabilitation of individuals. 

Senator Case. I don’t see anything wrong with that. The use 
of the word “rehabilitation’”’ may be advisable. 

Senator HoLuanp. I hadn’t seen this before he just brought it in. 

Senator Kerr. What is the definition of “‘public facilities’’? 

Senator Stennis. Well, I suppose it could be school houses and—— 

Senator Case. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Doesn’t the law take care of public buildings like 
schools and courthouses, and things like that? 

Senator HoLianp. This law? 

The CuarrMAN. Yes. Doesn’t it already take care of that? 

Senator HoLLanp. Yes; as drafted, it does. 

The CuarrMAN. As we operated in the 8ist Congress, that is my 
recollection. 

Senator Kerr. Well, as Mister— 

Senator Casz. That is not bad language. 

Senator Kerr, What? 

Senator Casg. This is not bad language. 

The CuarrMAN. Read it again. 

Senator Case. It reads: 

* * * by donating— 
they use the word “donating”’ instead of “giving’”’ 


equipment and supplies, determined under then existing law to be surplus to the 
needs and responsibilities of the Federal Government, to States for use or distri- 
bution by them for the purposes of the act and, in addition, for the restoration of 
public facilities damaged or destroyed in such major disaster and for essential 
rehabilitation of individuals in need as the result of such major disaster. 

Senator Stennis. Is the man who drew that gone? 

Senator HoLtuanp. Did they give you a copy of this, Senator 
Saltonstall? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Senator HoLuanp. I understood he drew it for you, and I had not 
seen it. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I don’t think he drew it for us. He drew 
it as an improvement of the language offered. 

Senator Morsr. That ought to be “and including” rather than 
‘‘and in addition” because ‘and in addition” is related to the language 
purposes. It is the purposes of the act. It still is the purpose of the 
act. It ought to be for the purposes of the act “and including.” 

The Cyarrman. Yes; “and including’. It seems to me _ that 
sounds as if that—— 

Senator Morse. You want to still keep it within the purposes of 
the act. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Chairman, the addition of the language here 
‘for the purposes of the act” goes a long ways toward removing what 
doubts I had. 
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There is one further question I would like to raise. Does this 
include construction equipment, like a dragline, bulldozer? Does it 
include any equipment? 

We have been talking about refrigerators and bath tubs. Would it 
include a bulldozer, if that was needed? 

Senator HoLuanp. It includes the loan of such things to the State 
and local agencies. 

Senator Casr. But “donation to the States” 

Senator Stennis. That is covered in section 3. 

The CuHatrmMan. To give an example, during the heavy snow 
storm we had in 1946, I believe it was, in Pennsylvania, I borrowed 
tanks from the Army to clear a roadway so that we could get out to 
certain manufacturing plants where they were producing critical war 
materials. They were loaned. They were not donated. They were 
just loaned. 

Senator Gore. Why don’t we 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Excuse me just a minute. Let me suggest one 
addition there which would remove all the doubts I have then 
“donating or lending.” 

Senator HoLtuanp. That is in the other part of the act. 

Senator Gore. If that is in the other part, I think it might be 
well to put it in this part, too. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I move we report the bill with an 
amendment striking out the language of the bill as offered and sub- 
stitutine for it this new language, with the two modifications, using 
the word “including” as suggested by the Senator from Oregon and 
the addition of the words “or lending” as suggested by the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Senator Kerr. I second the motion. 

Senator Srenntis. I second the motion. 

The CuarrmMan. All right. 

Now, then, gentlemen, do you all understand what we are voting on? 

Senator Gore. Is that all right with you? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes; sure. 

The CHAtRM if so, all in favor of the motion say ‘‘aye’’; opposed. 
The motion is carried. 

Gentlemen, I want you to know how much I appreciate your coming. 
You are a fine, prompt committee. I thought this was awfully im- 
portant legislation, and I appreciate your attendance. I discussed 
the matter with Senator Kerr, Senator Saltonstall, Senator Stennis, 
Senator Case, and Senator Holland on the floor Saturday. 

Senator SauronsraLu. As far as Senator Kennedy and I am con- 
cerned, we thank the committee very much. 

The CuarrMan. We also want to thank you and Senator Kennedy 
for your attendance here this morning. 

I don’t think we will try to do any further work, but at this point, 
without objection, I would like to have made a part of the record a 
letter, dated June 27, 1953, from Senator Saltonstall. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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UnitTep SratEs SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICEs, 
Washington, lL’. C., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MarrTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: With reference to the questions raised yesterday by 
members of your committee with regard to the now available means of assisting 
victims of a natural disaster like the Worcester tornado, it may be helpful to you 
to have such information as I am able to furnish. 

In the lending field, existing Federal agencies have broad powers. Under 15 
U.S. C., section 605 (k), and 1939 Reorganization Plan I, the RFC is authorized 
to make loans for the replacement of property lost as the result of a natural 
disaster. Such loans are required merely to be ‘‘so secured as reasonably to assure 
repayment thereof.” The current interest rates are 3 percent on loans to in- 
dividuals and 5 percent on loans to businesses. The RFC has established a 
special Disaster Loan Office in Worcester which is now processing loan applica- 
tions. 

In addition to the disaster-loan powers of the RFC, the Farm Home Adminis- 
tration has power in situations designated by the Secretary of Agriculture as 
major Cisasters to make 3-percent loans to farmers unable to obtain credit. The 
Veterans’ Administration, moreover, is empowered to guarantee new loans to 
veterans whose property securing a prior guaranteed loan has been destroyed. 

But, however liberal the terms of a loan, it must eventually be repaid. Loans, 
therefore, cannot eliminate the need of more direct forms of relief. For individuals, 
the only existing national source of such relief in the “rehabilitation’’ as opposed 
to the “emergency” phase of a disaster is the American Red Cross. In situations 
of extreme need, the Red Cross does furnish funds for the reconstruction of homes. 
The funds of the Red Cross for this purpose are strictly limited, however, and the 
occurrence already this year of six disasters requiring relief has exhausted the 
year’s disaster appropriations. A transfer of reserves has been made, but this 
in turn will have to be offset by increased contributions. Even a single dis»ster, 
moreover, can result in tremendous need for relief. The Worcester tornado alone 
totally demolished 641 dwellings, seriously damaged 2,028, and inflicted some 
degree of damage on 1,700. 

Both the chairman of the Worcester Red Cross Chapter and the Disaster 
Services Director of the American National Red Cross have accordingly informed 
me that a valuable contribution toward the rehabilitation of individuals would 
be made possible by the distribution, through responsible authorities designated 
by the State government, of Federal surplus supplies and equipment. 

To the extent, of course, that insurance is available, no possible standard of 
need would justify governmental assistance. My understanding, based on in- 
formation given to me by officials of Worcester savings banks, is that most homes 
in the disaster area were partially protected by insurance against wind damage. 
Very few were fully protected, however, and a substantia] number of buildings, 
including Assumption College, a Catholic institution, which was almost totally 
destroyed, carried no wind-damage insurance whatever. Very few homeowners 
had such insurance on the contents of their nomes. 

To my mind, this summary of existing provisions for relief to individuals 
merely emphasizes the very real need which could be filled by the intelligent and 
responsible distribution of surplus Federal property. 

Again, I should like to express my sincere appreciation of the courtesy and 
consideration shown to me by yourself and the other members of your committee 
in permitting me to present the considerations in support of the bill offered by 
Senator Kennedy and myself. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
United States Senator. 


The CuarrMan. I have also a letter dated June 25, 1953, from Mr. 
Rowland Hughes, Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
which, without objection, will be made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 25, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This will respond to your request of June 24 for 
the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 2199 for use at hearings to be held on 
June 26. We regret that the time available has not permitted us to determine 
definitely whether the proposed amendment to the Disaster Relief Act of 1950 is 
necessary to serve its stated purposes. 

We are not sure whether existing law can be construed to permit distribution 
by State and local governments of Federal grants of surplus property to individuals 
to alleviate dame, hardship, or suffering. The question, as we see it, is whether 
it would be appropriate to permit such use as a means of Federal aid to individuals, 
not whether such authority as already exists, or may hereafter be granted by 
statute, would be susceptible of just, equitable, and effective administration. 

It is our general belief that the Federal Government can best discharge its 
obligations to assist in disaster relief by making available funds, personnel, 
equipment, facilities, and certain supplies to State and local governments, leaving 
to local agencies and to the Red Cross the distribution of foods, medicines, clothing, 
and other supplies for the alleviation of suffering. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ro.ianp HvuGuHEs, 
Assistant Director. 


The CHarRMAN. We will also place in the record other letters 
received on this matter. If there is nothing further, the committee 
will stand in adjournment. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MAaArtTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: As you undoubtedly know, the Worcester, Mass., area 
was recently struck by a tornado which had disastrous consequences. Other areas 
of the United States have experienced similar tragedies in recent months. My 
experience in helping to meet the needs of the Worcester situation has pointed to 
what seems to me a possible improvement in existing law beneficial not only to 
the Massachusetts communities which have suffered tornado damage, but every 
United States community which in the future is struck by a major natural disaster. 

Under Public Law 875, 81st Congress, the President is empowered to determine 
that a disaster is of sufficient severity and magnitude to warrant disaster assist- 
ance by the Federal Government. Such a disaster is a ‘‘major disaster’’ within 
the meaning of Public Law 875. In any major disaster, Federal agencies are auth- 
orized when directed by the President to provide various specified types of assist- 
ance to State and local governments. 

Section 3 (c) of Public Law 875 authorizes Federal agencies to provide such 
assistance ‘‘by donating to States and local governments equipment and supplies 
determined under then existing law to be surplus to the needs and responsibilities 
of the Federal Government.”’ By Executive order, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration has been directed to administer this as well as other provisions of 
Public Law 875. As construed by Civil Defense, section 3 (c) permits the dis- 
tribution of such equipment and supplies to States and local governments for their 
own use only. Under this seetion, in other words, a State or local government 
which has received surplus supplies and equipment is not authorized to permit 
such property to be turned over to individuals no matter how severe their distress 
or how urgent their needs. 

Believing that the relief of individual damage, hardship, and suffering that has 
resulted from a natural disaster is a proper and beneficial use of Federal property 
which must in any event be disposed of, I have concluded that this restriction 
should be eliminated. The junior Senator from Massachusetts and I have accord- 


d 
ingly filed a bill, the purpose of which is to eliminate the restriction. To do this, 
i 


it adds after the words “States and local governments” the words, ‘for use or 
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distribution, by them, in such a way as, in the judgment of the responsible repre- 
sentatives of such States and local governments, will best alleviate the damage, 
hardship, or suffering caused by such major disaster’. 

In the Worcester tornado, 641 dwellings were totally demolished, 2,028 were 
seriously damaged, and at least another 1,700 were damaged to some extent. 
Other buildings, including those of Assumption College, were made unusable. 
Surplus property of all types is on hand in Government warehouses. To make 
possible steps toward meeting the urgent need which now exists, I urge that your 
committee hold hearings on the enclosed bill as soon as possible. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Unived States Senator. 


UNITED STaTEs SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1958. 
Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: I regret very much that I will be unable to attend the hearing 
this Friday, June 26, before the Committee on Public Works with respect to 
S. 2199, in which I joined you in seeking to amend the disaster assistance law to 
allow State and local governments to use or distribute the surplus equipment or 
supplies of the Federal Government during the aftermath of major national 
disasters. 

Such an amendment is necessary because of the narrow interpretation given 
the existing statute by the Civil Defense Administration; and it will free the hands 
of our State and local governments in using most effectively the surplus equipment 
and supplies donated by the Federal Government during such emergencies. 

Recent disasters in Massachusetts, Texas, Louisiana, Idaho, Minnesota, and 
Michigan have demonstrated the need for utilizing the full resources of the Federal 
Government in providing direct emergency and long-term aid to disaster victims 
and in working through State and local governments. During the past 15 years, 
such assistance has been rendered in disaster areas in practically every State. 
I am sure all Members of Congress realize the importance of providing for the 
maximum effectiveness of such assistance. I can personally testify from my 
visit to Worcester how helpful it will be in that area if this amendment can be 
passed at an early time and the State and local agencies permitted to distribute 
the available surplus equipment and supplies to the victims of that tragic disaster. 

I would appreciate very much your presenting this letter to the committee in 
my absence. 

With every kind wish, 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun F. KEnnepy. 


(Whereupon at 11:40 a. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
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